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To anticipate the claims of tiie presait invration under 35 U.S.C § 102(e), two basic 
requironeats must be met The first requirement of anticipation is that Gurbani; Shaffer, 
or Maloney must disclose each and every element as set forth in Applicants' claims. The 
second requirement of anticipation is that Guibani, Shaffer, or Maloney must enable 
Applicants' claims. Gumbani, ShaflSa:, and Maloney meet neither requirement and 
therefore do not anticipate Applicants* claims. The rejection of Applicants' claims 
should be tfanefbre withdrawn. Applicants specifically demonstrate the patentability of 
claims 1-33 and 35-46 and respectfully request recoiisideration of their patentability. 

Gnrfoani, Shaffer, and Malon^ Do Not Disclose 
Each and Every Element of Applicants* Claims 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference. " Verdegaal Bros. 
V. Union Oil Co. ofCalifomia^ 814 F.2d628. 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 
1987). As will be shown below, Gurbani. Shaffer, and Maloney do not teach each and 
every element of claims 1-33 and 35-47. Qaims 1-33 and 35-47 are therefore patentable 
and should be allowed. Applicants respectfiilly traverse each rejection individuaUy below 
and request reconsideration of claims 1-33 and 35-47. 

Gurbani 

Gurbani does not disclose each and every element of claim 1 . Independent claim 1 
claims "a method for controlling call logging, comprising: detecting a context for a call; 
accessing at least one context based log^ng request valid for said context for said call; 
and loggmg said context according to said context based logging request*' In contrast to 
claim 1, Guibani discloses a metiiod for st<ning caller identification information as a 
caller ID list of all calls received by a subscriber including the caller name^ caller phone 
number* and the time of tiie call. Guibani, column 3, lines 20-57. Guibani discloses 
listing every call received by a subscriba- regardless of the context of the call. Guibani 
therefore actually teaches away from controlling call logging including contract based 
logging requests that are valid for a context of a call because Gurbani teaches listing all 
calls witiwut regard to the call context and witiiout regard to valid context based logging 
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requests. In iact, Giitfoani does not even mention context based logging requests, valid 
context based logging requests or invalid context based logging requests. Guibani 
therefore does not disclose each and eveiy elonent of independent claim 1 and therefore, 
does not anticipate claim 1 . 

Claims 2-lS depend from independent claim 1 and include all of the limitations of claim 
1. Because Guibani does not disclose each and every element of claim 1, Guibani does 
not disclose each and every element of claims 2-15. As such, claims 2-1 5 are also 
patentable and should be allowed. 

Indq)endent claims 16 and 31 recite system and computer program product claims 
corresponding to independent claim 1 that include '*means for" and **means, recorded on 
[a] recording medium," for: detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request. As discussed above, Gurbani discloses a 
method for storing caller identification information as a caller ID list of all calls received 
by a subscriber including the caller name, caller phone number, and the time of the call. 
Gurbani, column 3, lines 20-57. Giubani discloses listing every call received by a 
subscriber regardless of the context of the call. Gurbani therefore actually teaches away 
from controlling call logging including context based logging requests that are valid for a 
context of a call, because Guibani teaches listing all calls without regard to the call 
context and without regard to valid context based logging requests. In fact, Gurbani does 
not even mention context based logging requests, valid context based logging requests or 
invalid context based logging requests. Therefore, for the same reason that Gurbani does 
not disclose a method for controlling call logging, Gurbani also does not teach a system 
or computer program product for controlling call logging as claimed in independent 
claims 16 and 31. Independent claims 16 and 31 are patentable and should also be 
allowed. 

Claims 17*30 and 32-40 depend &om independent claims 16 and 31 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims fiom which they depend. Because Gurbani 
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does not teach each and every element of claims 16 and 31, Ouibani does not teach each 
and every element of claims 17-30 and 32-40- As such, claims 1-40 are not anticipated 
by Gurbani. 

Tinning now to independent claim 41, Guibani does not disclose each and every element 
of independent claim 41 . Independent claim 41 claims "a method for controlling call 
receipts, comprising: logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to 
said context meeting a context criteria of a logging request; and responsive to a request 
by said particular party, controlling output of said logged context entry to said particular 
party as a receipt for said caU." In contrast to claim 41, Gurbani discloses a method for 
storing caller identification information as a caller ID list of all calls received by a 
subscriber including the caller name, caller phone number, and the time of the call. 
Gurbani, column 3, lines 20-57. Gurbani discloses listing every call received by a 
subscriber regardless of the context of the call or context criteria. Gurbani therefore 
actually teaches away from controlling caU receipts including logging a context entry of a 
call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a logging 
request. In fact, Ginbani does not even mention context entries or context criteria. 
Gurbani therefore does not disclose each and every element of independent claim 41 and 
therefore, does not anticipate claim 4L 

Independent claims 44 and 47 recite system and computer program products for 
controlling call receipts corresponding to independent method claim 1 that include 
•"means for^* and '^eans, recorded on [a] recording medium, for:" logging a context entry 
of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a 
logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, controlling output of 
said logged context entry to said particular patty as a receipt for said call. As discussed 
above, Ourbani discloses a method for storing caller identification information as a caller 
ID list of all calls received by a subs^iber including the caller name, caller phone 
number, and the time of the calL Gurbani, column 3, lines 20-57. Gurbani discloses 
listing every call received by a subscriber regardless of the context of the call or context 
criteria. Gtirbani therefore actually teaches away from controUing call receipts including 
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logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a 
context critma of a logging request In fact, Guibani does not even mention context 
mtries or context criteria* Therefore, for the same reason that Gurbani does not disclose 
a method for controlling call receipts, Guribani also does not disclose systems and 
computer program products for controlling call receipts corresponding to independent 
method claims 44 and 47. bidependent claims 44 and 47 are therefore patentable and 
should be allowed. 

Qaims 42-43 and 45-46 depend from independent claims 41 and 44 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Because Gurbani 
does not teach each and every element of claims 41 and 44, Gurbani does not teach each 
and every element of dependent claims 42-43 and 45-46. As such, claims 41-47 are 
patentable and should be allowed. 

Schaffer 

Shaffer does not disclose each and every element of independent claim 1. Independent 
claim 1 claims "a method for controlling call logging, comprising: detecting a context 
for a call; accessing at least one context based logging request valid for said context for 
said call; and logging said context according to said context based logging request." In 
contrast to claim 1, Shaffer teaches a method and system for automated silent call 
monitoring where voice patterns within predetermined time periods are compared to 
thresholds to identify situations of poor customer relations. Shaffer, column 2, lines 42- 
65. Shaffer teaches monitoring the actual voice patterns of callers participating in the call 
not detecting a context for a call. Said differently, Shaffer operates against the spoken 
words of (he call itself not the context of the call. Shaffer does not disclose controlling 
call logging or context based logging requests that arc valid for a context of d call. In 
fact, Shaffer does not even mention controlling call logging, context based logging 
requests, valid context based logging requests or invalid context based logging requests. 
Shaffer therefore does not disclose each and every element of independent claim 1 and 
therefore, does not anticipate claim L 
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Claims 2-15 depend &6m independent claim I and include all of the limitations claim 1. 
Because Shaffer does not teach each and every element of claim 1, Shaffer docs not teach 
each and every element of claims 2-15. As such, claims 1-15 are patentable and should 
be allowed. 

Independent claims 16 and 3 1 recite system and computer program product claims 
corresponding to independent claim 1 that include "means for** and '*tneans» recorded on 
[a] recording medium, for:" detecting a context for a call; accessmg at least one context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said conteixt based logging request. As discussed above, Shaffer teaches a 
method and system for automated silent call monitoring where voice patterns within 
predetermined time periods are compared to thresholds to identify situations of poor 
customer relations. Shaffer, column 2, lines 42-65. Shaffer teaches monitoring the actual 
voice patterns of callers participating in the call not detecting a context for a call. Said 
differently, Shaffer op>erates against the spoken words of the call itself not the context of 
the call. Shaffer does not disclose controlling call logging or context based logging 
requests that are valid for a context of a call. In fact, Shaffer does not even mention 
controlling call logging, context based logging requests, valid context based logging 
requests or invahd context based logging requests. Therefore, for the same reason that 
Shaffer does not disclose a method for controlling call logging, Shaffer also does not 
disclose a system or computer program product for controlUng call logging as claimed in 
independent claims 16 and 31. Independent claims 16 and 31 are theicfore patentable 
and should be allowed. 

Claims 17-30 and 32-40 depend fiom independent claims 16 and 31 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims &om which they depend. Because Shaffer 
does not teach each and every element of clauns 16 and 31, Shafifer does not teach each 
and every element of claims 17-30 and 32-40. Claims 17-30 and 32-40 are therefoie 
patentable and should be allowed. 



6 



PAGE 8/23 * RCVD AT 5/1 1/2004 10:31 :59 AM (Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/4 * [>NiS:8729306 * CSID:5124729S87 * DURATION (mm-S5):09-30 



Ma» 11 2004 9:15RM Diggers 8. Ohanian, PLLC 5124729887 p. 9 

AUS920010835US1 

Turning now to independent claim 41, Shaffer does not disclose each and every element 
of independent claim 41 . Ind^endent claim 41 claims "a method for controlling call 
receipts, comprising: logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to 
said context meeting a context criteria of a logging request; and responsive to a request 
by said particular party, controlling output of said logged context entry to said particular 
party as a receipt for said calL" In contrast to claim 41, Shaffer teaches a method and 
sjrstem for automated silent call monitoring where voice patterns within predetermined 
time p^ods are compared to thresholds to identify situations of poor customer relations. 
Shaffer, column 2, lines 42-65. Shaffer teaches monitoring the actual voice patterns of 
callm participating in the call not detecting a context for a call. Said differently, Shaffer 
opiates against the spoken words of the call itself not the context of the call or context 
criteria. Shaffer therefore docs not disclose controlling call receipts including logging a 
context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context 
criteria of a logging request In fact, Shaffer does not even mention controlling call 
receipts, logging a context entry of a call for a particular party, context criteria of a 
log^g request, or controlling output of a logged context entry. Shaffer therefore does 
not disclose each and every element of independent claim 41 and therefore, does not 
anticipate claim 41 . 

Independent claims 44 and 47 recite system and computer program products for 
controlling call receipts corresponding to independent method claim 1 that include 
•*means for*' and '"means, recorded on [a] recording medium, for:" logging a context entry 
of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a 
logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, controlling output of 
said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said call. As discussed 
above, Shaffer teaches a method and system for automated silmt call monitoring where 
voice patterns within predetermined time periods are compared to thresholds to identify 
situations of poor customer relations. Shaffer, column 2, lines 42-65. Shaffer teaches 
monitoring the actual voice patterns of callers participating in the call not detecting a 
context for a call. Said differently, Shaffer operates against the spoken words of the call 
itself not the context of die call or context criteria. Shaffer does not disclose controlUng 
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call receipts inchiding logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to 
said context meeting a context criteria of a logging request In fact, Shaffer does not even 
mention controlling call receipts, logging a context entry of a call for a particular party, 
context criteria of a logging request, or controlling ou^ut of a logged context entry. For 
the same reason that Shafifer does not disclose a method for controlling call receipts, 
Shaff^ also does not disclose a syst^ and computer program product for controlling 
call receipts corresponding to independent claims 44 and 47, and therefore does not 
anticipate independent claims 44 and 47. 

Claims 42-43 and 45-46 depend from independent claims 41 and 44 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Because^ Shaffer 
does not teach each and every element of claims 4 1 and 44, Shaffer does not teach each 
and every element of claims 42-43 and 45-46. Claims 41-47 are therefore patentable and 
should be allowed. 

Maloaey 

Maloney does not disclose each and every element of independent claim 1 . Independent 
claim 1 claims "a m^hod for controlling call logging, comprising: detecting a context for 
a call; accessmg at least one context based logging request valid for said context for said 
call; and logging said context according to said context based logging request." In 
contrast to claim 1, Maloney discloses automatically monitoring the performance quality 
of call center service representatives by automatically and randomly determirung a time 
and interval to monitor the agent and recording fte call service represwtative at the 
determined time and for the detennincd interval. The recorded performance may then be 
used by a call center supervisor to evaluate the call center representative's performance. 
Maloney, colunan 4, lines 25 - 50; cohunn 5, lines 5-60. Maloney discloses recording a 
call in dq>endence upon a predetermined time not a context for a call. In fact, Maloney 
does not even mention context based logging requests, valid context based logging 
requests or invalid context based loggmg requests. Maloney therefore does not disclose 
each and every element of independent claim 1 and therefore does not anticipate claim 1. 
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Claims 2-lS d^ead from independent claim 1 and include all of the limitations of claim 
1. Because Maloney does not teach each and every element of claim 1, Maloney does not 
teach each and every elemoit of claims 2-15. As such, claims 1-15 are patentable and 
should be allowed. 

Independent claims 16 and 31 recite system and computer program product claims 
corresponding to independent claim 1 that include **means for*' and ''means, recorded on 
[a] recording medium, for:" detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request. As discussed above, Maloney discloses 
automatically monitoring the performance quaUty of call center service representatives by 
automatically and randomly determining a time and interval to monitor the agent and 
recording the call service rqjresentative at the determined time and for the determined 
interval. The recorded performance may then be used by a call center supervisor to 
evaluate the call center representative's peifoimance. Maloney, column 4, lines 25 - 50; 
column 5, lines 5-60. Maloney discloses recording a call in dependence upon a 
predetermined time not a context for a call. In fact, Maloney does not even mention 
context based logging; requests, valid context based logging requests or invalid context 
based logging requests. Therefore, for the same reason that Maloney does not teach a 
method for controlling call logging, Maloney also does not teach a system or computer 
program product for controlling call logging as claimed in independent claims 16 and 31. 
Independent claims 16 and 31 are therefore patentable and should be allowed. 

Claims 17-30 and 32-40 depend from indq)endent claims 16 and 31 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they dqiend. Because Maloney 
does not teach each and every element of claims 16 and 31, Maloney does not teach each 
and every element of claims 17-30 and 32-40, Claims 17-30 and 32-40 are therefore 
patentable and should be allowed. 

Turning now to indq>endent claim 41, Maloney does not disclose each and every elemmt 
of indepradent claim 41 . Independent claim 41 claims "a method for controlling call 
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receipts, comprising: loggiBg a context entry of a call for a paiticular party according to 
said context meeting a context criteria of a logging request; and responsive to a request 
by said particular party, controlling output of said logged context entry to said particular 
party as a receipt for said call." In contrast to independent claim 41, Maloney discloses 
automatically monitcmng the performance quality of call center service representatives by 
automatically and randomly determining a time and interval to monitor the agent and 
recording the call service representative at the determined time and for the determined 
interval. The recorded performance may then be used by a call center supervisor to 
evaluate the call center representative's perfomiance. Maloney, column 4, lines 25 - 50; 
column 5, lines 5-60. Maloney discloses recording a call in dependence upon a 
predetermined time iiot context criteria. In fact, Maloney does not even mention 
controlling call receipts, logging a context entry of a call for a particular party, context 
criteria of a logging request, or controlling output of a logged context entry. Maloney 
therefore does not disclose each and every element of independent claim 41 and 
therefore, does not anticipate claim 41. 

Independent claims 44 and 47 recite system and computer program products for 
controlling caU receipts corresponding to independent method claim 1 that include 
•*means for"* and **means, recorded on [a] recording medium, for:" lo ggin g a context entry 
of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a 
logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, controlHng output of 
said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said call. As discussed 
above Maloney discloses automatically monitoring the performance quality of call cent^ 
service representatives by automatically and randomly determining a time and interval to 
monitor the agent and recording the call service representative at the determined time and 
for the determined interval. The recorded performance may then be used by a call center 
supervisor to evaluate the call center representative's perfozmance. Maloney, column 4, 
lines 25 - 50; column 5, lines 5-60. Malon^ discloses recording a call in dependence 
upon a predetermined time not context criteria. In fact, Maloney does not even mention 
controlling call receipts, logging a contmt entry of a call for a particular party, context 
criteria of a logging request, or controlling output of a logged context entry. Therefore, 
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for the same reason that Maloney does not disclose a method for controUing call receipts, 
Maloney does not teach a system and computer program product for controlling call 
receipts corresponding to independent claims 44 and 47, and therefore does not anticipate 
independent claims 44 and 47. 

Claims 42-43 and 45-46 depend finm independent ckims 41 and 44 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Becaiise Maloney 
does not teach each and every element of claims 41 and 44, Maloney does not teach each 
and every element of claims 42-43 and 45-46. Claims 41-47 are therefore patentable and 
should be allowed 

Gurbani, Shaffer, and Maloney Do Not Enable Applicants' Claims 

Not only must Ourbani, Shaffer, and Maloney disclose each and every element of the 
claims of the present invention within the meaning of Verdegaal in order to anticipate 
i^plicants' claims, but also Guibani, Shaflfer, and Maloney must be an enabling 
disclosure of Applicants* claims within the meaning of /n re Hoeksema, In Hoeksema, 
the claims were rqected because an earlier patent disclosed a stmctural similarity to the 
applicant's chemical compound. The court in Hoeksema stated: "We think it is sound 
law, consistent with the pubUc policy underlying our patent law, that before any 
publication can amount to a statutory bar to the grant of a patent, its disclosure must be 
such that a skilled artisan could take its teachings in combination with his own 
knowledge of the particular art and be m possession of the invention." In re Hoeksema, 
399 F.2d 269, 273. 158 USPQ 596, 600 (CCPA 1968). The meaning of Hoeksema for 
the present case is that unless Guibani, ShafiFer, and Maloney place Applicants' claims in 
the possession of a person of ordinary skill in the art, Guibani, Shaffer, and Malon^ are 
is legally insufficient to anticipate Applicants' claims under 35 USC 102(e). As shown 
below, Gurbani, Shaffer, and Maloney are legally insufficient to anticipate i^plicants' 
claims. 
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Garbani 

Giubani docs not enable claim 1. ^dependent claim 1 claims "a method for controlling 
call logging, conu>risihg: detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one^context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request'* In contrast to claim U Gurbani 
discloses a method for storing caller identification information as a caller ID list of all 
calls received by a subscriber including the caller name, caller phone number, and the 
time of the call. Gmfoani, cohmm 3, lines 20-57. Gurbani discloses listing every call 
received by a subscriber regardless of the context of the call. Guibani therefore actually 
teaches away from controlling call logging including context based logging requests that 
are valid for a context of a call, because Gurbani teaches listing all calls without regard to 
call context and without regard to valid logging requests. In fact, Gurbani does not even 
mention context based logging requests, valid context based logging requests or invalid 
context based logging requests. Gurbani therefore does not place one of ordinary skill in 
the art in possession of claim 1 and is therefore legally insufficient to anticipate clafan 1 . 

Claims 2-15 depend from independent claim I and include all of the limitations of claim 
1. Because Gurbani does not place one of skill in the art in possession of claim 1, 
Gurbani does not place one of skill in the art in possession of claims 2-15. As such, 
claims 2-15 are also patentable and should be allowed. 

Independent claims 16 and 31 recite system and computer program product claims 
conresponding to independent claim 1 that inchide '^eans for*' and ''means, recoided on 
[a] recording medium," for: detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request. As discussed above, Gurbani discloses a 
method for storing caller identification information as a caller ID list of all calls received 
by a subscriber including the caUer name, caller phone number, and the time of the call. 
Gurbani, column 3. lines 20-57. Gurbani discloses listing every call received by a 
subscriber regardless of the context of the call. Gurbani therefore actually teaches away 
from controlling call logging including context based loggmg requests that are valid for a 
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context of a call, because Guibani teaches listing all calls without regard to the call 
context and without regard to valid context based logging requests. In feet, Gurbani does 
not even m^ition context based logging requests, valid context based logging requests or 
invalid context based logging requests. For the same reason that Guibani does not enable 
a method for controlling call logging, Gurbani also does enable a system or computer 
program product for controlling call logging as claimed in independent claims 1 6 and 3L 
Independent claims 16 and 3 1 are therefore patentable and should also be allowed. 

Claims 17-30 and 32-40 dq>end fiom independent claims 16 and 31 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Because Guibani 
does not place one of skill in the art in possession of claims 16 and 31, Gurbani does not 
place one of skill in the ait in possession of claims 1 7-30 and 32-40. As such, claims 1- 
40 are not anticipated by Gurbani. 

Turning now to independent claim 41, Gxirbani does not enable independent claim 41 . 
Independent claim 41 claims "a method for controlling call receipts, comprising: logging 
a context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context 
criteria of a logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, 
controlling output of said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said 
call.'' In contrast to claim 41, Gurbani discloses a method for storing caller identification 
infomiation as a caller ID list of all calls received by a subscriber including the caller 
name, caller phone number, and the time of the call. Gurbani, column 3, lines 20-57. 
Gurbani discloses listing every call received by a subscriber without regard to the context 
of the call or context criteria. Gurbani therefore actually teaches away fit>m controlling 
call receipts including logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to 
said context meeting a context criteria of a logging request. In fact, Gurbani does not 
even mention context entries or context criteria, Gurbani therefore does not place of skill 
in the art in possession of independent claim 41 and therefore, does not anticipate claim 
41. 
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Independent claims 44 and 47 recite system and computer program products for 
controlling call receipts coiresponding to indq>endent method claim 1 that include 
••means far" and ••means, recorded on [a] recording medium, for" logging a context entry 
of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a 
logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party» controlling output of 
said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said call. As discussed 
above, Gurbani discloses a method for storing caller, identification information as a caller 
ID list of all calls received by a subscribe including the caller name, caller phone 
number, and the time of the call. Gurbani, column 3, lines 20-57. Guibani discloses 
listing every call received by a subscriber regardless of the context of the call or context 
criteria. Gurbani therefore actually teaches away from controlling call receipts including 
logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a 
context criteria of a logging request- In fact, Gurbani does not even mention context 
entries or context criteria. Therefore, for the same reason that Gurbani docs not place one 
of skill in the art in possession of method for controlling call receipts, Guribani also does 
not place one of skill in the art in possession of systems and computer program products 
for controlling call receipts corresponding to independent method claims 44 and 47. 
Independent claims 44 and 47 are therefore patentable and should be allowed. 

Claims 42-43 and 45-46 depend from ind^endent claims 41 and 44 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Because Guihani 
does not enable claims 41 and 44, Gurbani does not enable dependent claims 42-43 and 
45-46. As such, claims 41-47 are patentable and should be allowed. 

Schalfer 

ShaflFer does not enable independent claim 1, Independent claim 1 claims "a method for 
controlling call logging, comprising: detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one 
context based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request." In contrast to claim 1, Shaffer teaches 
a method and system for automated silent call monitoring where voice patterns within 
predetermined time periods are conq)ared to tinresholds to identify situations of poor 
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customer relations. Shaffer, column 2, lines 42-65. ShafTer teaches monitoring the actual 
voice patterns of callers participating in the call not detecting a context for a call. Said 
diffidently, Shafifer operates against the spoken words of the call itself not the context of 
the calL Shaffer does not disclose controlling call logging or context based logging 
requests that ao-e valid for a context of a call. In &ct, Shafier does not even mention 
controlling call logging, context based logging requests, valid context based logging 
requests or invalid context based logging requests. Shaffer therefore does not place one 
of skill in the art in possession of independent claim 1 and therefore, does not anticipate 
claim 1 . 

Claims 2-15 deprad from independent claim 1 and include all the limitations of claim 1. 
Because Shaffer does not enable claim 1, Shafifer does not enable claims 2-15. As such, 
claims 1-15 are patentable and should be allowed. 

Independent claims 16 and 31 recite system and computer program product claims 
corresponding to independent claim 1 that include "means for'* and **means, recorded on 
[a] recording medium, for" detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request. As disciissed above, Shaffer teaches a 
method and system for automated silent call monitoring where voice pattern^ within 
predetermined time periods are compared to thresholds to identify situations of poor 
customer relations. Shaffer, column 2, lines 42-65. Shaffer teaches monitoring the actual 
voice patterns of callers participating in the call not detecting a context for a call. Said 
differently, Shaffer operates against the spokm words of the call itself not the context of 
the call. Shaffer does not disclose controlling call logging or context based logging 
requests that are valid for a context of a call. In fact, Shaffer does not even mention 
controlling call loggmg, context based logging requests, valid context based logging 
requests or invalid context based logging requests. For the same reason that Shaffer does 
not place on of skill in the art in possession of a method for controlling call logging, 
Shaffer also does not place one of skiU in the art in possession of a system or computer 
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program product for controUing call logging as claimed in independent claims 16 and 31. 
Indq>endent claims 16 and 31 are therefore patentable and should be allowed. 

Claims 17-30 and 32-40 depend from independent claims 16 and 31 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of tiie claims from which they depend Because Shaffer 
does not enable claims 1 6 and 3 1, Shafifer does not enable claims 17-30 and 32-40. 
Claims 1 7-30 and 32-40 are tiierefore patentable and should be allowed. 

Turning now to indq>endent claim 41» Shaffer does not enable independent claim 41 . 
Independent claim 41 claims ''a method for controlling call receipts, comprising: logging 
a context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context 
criteria of a logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, 
controlling output of said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said 
call." In contrast to claim 41, Shaffer teaches a method and system for automated silent 
call monitoring where voice patterns within predetermined time periods are compared to 
thresholds to identify situations of poor customer relations. Shaffer, column 2» lines 42- 
65. Shaffer teaches monitoring the actual voice patterns of callers participating in the call 
not detecting a context for a call. Said differently, Shaffer operates against the spoken 
words of the call itself not the context of the call. Shaffer does not disclose controlling 
call receipts including logging a context aitry of a call for a particular party according to 
said context meeting a context criteria of a logging request. In fact, Shaffer does not 
even mention controlling call receipts, logging a context entry of a call for a particular 
party, context criteria of a logging request, or controlling output of a logged context 
entry, Shaffer therefore does not place one of skill in the art in possession of 
indqiendent claim 41 and therefore, does not anticipate claim 41 . 

Independent claims 44 and 47 recite system and computer program products for 
controlling call receipts corresponding to independent method claim 1 that include 
**means for" and '"means, recorded on [a] recording mediimi, for:" logging a context entry 
of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a 
logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, controlling output of 
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said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said call. As discussed 
above, Shaflfer teaches a method and system for automated silent call monitoring where 
voice patterns wifliin predetermined time periods are compared to thresholds to identiiy 
situations ofpoor customer relations. Shaffer, column 2, lines 42-65. Shaffer teaches 
monitoring the actual voice patterns of callers participating in the call not detecting a 
context for a call. Said differently, Shaffer operates against the spoken words of the call 
itself not the context of the call. Shaffer does not disclose controlling call receipts 
including logging a context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context 
meetmg a context criteria of a logging request. In fact, Shaffer does not even mention 
controlling call receipts, logging a context entry of a call for a particular party, context 
criteria of a logging request, or controlling output of a logged context entry. For the same 
reason that Shaffer does not place one of skill in the art in possession of a method for 
controlling call receipts, Shaffer also does not place one of skill in the art in possession of 
a system and computer program product for controlling call receipts corresponding to 
independent claims 44 and 47, and therefore does not anticipate independent claims 44 
and 47. 

Claims 42-43 and 45-46 depend from independent claims 41 and 44 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Because Shaffer 
does not enable claims 41 and 44, Shaffer does not enable claims 42-43 and 45-46. 
Claims 41-47 are therefore patentable and should be allowed, 

Maloney 

Maloney does not enable independent claim 1 . Independent claim 1 claims "a method for 
controlling call loggmg, comprising: detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one 
context based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request." In contrast to claim 1, Maloney 
discloses automatically monitoring the performance quality of call center service 
rq)resentative5 by automatically and randomly determining a time and interval to monitor 
the agent and recording the call service representative at the detemiined time and for the 
detemiined interval. The recorded performance may then be used by a call center 
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supervisor to evaluate the call center representative's performance. Malonq^, column 4, 
lines 25 - 5C^ column 5, lines 5-60. Maloney discloses recording a call in dependence 
upon a predetermined time not a context for a calL In feet, Maloney does not even 
mention contesct based logging requests, valid context based logging requests or invalid 
context based logging requests. Maloney therefore does not place one of skill in the art 
in possession of claim 1 and therefore does not anticipate claim I. 

Claims 2-15 dep«id fiom independent claim 1 and include all of the limitations of claim 
1 . Because Maloney does not enable claim 1, Maloney does not enable claims 2- 15. As 
such, claims 1-15 are patentable and should be allowed. 

Independent claims 16 and 31 recite system and computer program product claims 
con:eq)ondingto independent claim 1 that include ^*means for" and **means, recorded on 
[a] recording medium, for:" detecting a context for a call; accessing at least one context 
based logging request valid for said context for said call; and logging said context 
according to said context based logging request. As discussed above, Maloney discloses 
automatically monitoring the perfiDmiance quality of call center service representatives by 
automatically and randomly determining a time and interval to monitor the agent and 
recording the call service representative at the determined time and for the determined 
interval. The recorded performance may then be used by a call center supervisor to 
evaluate the call center representative's performance. Maloney, column 4, lines 25 - 50; 
column 5, lines 5-60. Maloney discloses recording a call in dqjendence upon a 
predetermined time not a context for a call. In feet, Maloney does not even mention 
context based logging requests, valid context based logging requests or invalid context 
based logging requests. For the same reason that Maloney does not place one of skill in 
the ait in possession of a method for controlling call logging, Maloney does not place one 
of skill in the art in possession of a system or computer program product for controlling 
call logging as claimed in independent claims 16 and 31.. Independait claims 16 and 31 
arc therefore patentable and should be.allowed. 
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Claims 17-30 and 32-40 dcpmd fiom indqieiident claims 16 and 31 respectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they depend. Because Maloney 
does not enable claims 16 and 3 1> Maloney does not enable claims 17-30 and 32-40. 
Claims 17-30 and 32-40 are theiefoie patentable and should be allowed. 

Turning now to independent claim 41, Maloney does not enable independent claim 41 . 
Independent claim 41 claims ^a method for controlling call receipts, comprismg: logging 
a context entry of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context 
criteria of a logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, 
controlling output of said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said 
call.'* In contrast to independent claim 41, Maloney discloses automatically monitoring 
the performance quality of call center service representatives by automaticaUy and 
randomly determining a time and interval to monitor the agent and recording the call 
service representative at the determined time and for the detennined interval. The 
recorded performance may then be used by a call center supervisor to evaluate the call 
center rq)resentative's performance. Maloney, colunm 4, lines 25-50; column 5, lines 
5-60. Maloney simply discloses recording a call in dq)endence upon a predetermined 
time not context criteria. In feet, Maloney does not even mention controlling call 
receipts, logging a context entry of a call ft>r a particular party, context criteria of a 
logging request, or controlling output of a logged context entry. Maloney therefore does 
not place one of skill in the art in possession of independent claim 41 and therefore, does 
not anticipate claim 41 . 

Independent claims 44 and 47 recite system and computer program products for 
controlling call receipts corresponding to indq^endent method claim 1 that include 
"means for** and **means, recorded on [a] recording medium, for:" logging a context entry 
of a call for a particular party according to said context meeting a context criteria of a 
logging request; and responsive to a request by said particular party, controlling output of 
said logged context entry to said particular party as a receipt for said call. As discussed 
above Maloney discloses automatically monitoring the performance quality of call center 
service representatives by automatically and randomly detennining a time and interval to 
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monitor flie agent and recording the caU service representative at the determined time and 
for the determined interval. The recorded perfomniance may then be used by a call center 
siq>ervisor to evaluate the call center representative's performance. Maloney, column 4, 
lines 25 - 50; column 5, lines 5-60» Maloney discloses recording a call in dependence 
ypon a predetermined time not context criteria. In feet, Maloney does not even mention 
controlling call receipts^ logging a context entry of a call for a particular party, context 
criteria of a logging request, or controlling output of a logged context entry. - For the 
same reason that Maloney does not place one of skill in the art in possession a me&od for 
controlling call receipts, Maloney does not place one of skill in the art in possession of a 
system and computer program product for controlling call receipts corresponding to 
independent claims 44 and 47, and therefore does not anticipate independent claims 44 
and 47. 

Claims 42-43 and 45-46 depend fiom indqjendent claims 41 and 44 re^ectively and 
include all of the limitations of the claims from which they dqDend. Because Maloney 
does not enable claims 41 and 44, Maloney does not enable claims 42-43 and 45-46. 
Claims 41-47 are therefore patentable and should be allowed. 

Conclusion 

Claims 1-33 and 35-47 stand under 35 U,S.C § 102(e) as being anticipated by Gurbani, 
Shaffer and Maloney. Gurbani, Shaffer, and Maloney do not disclose each and every 
element of Applicants' claims and do not enable Applicants' claims. Gurbani, Shaffer, 
and Maloney therefore do not anticipate Applicants' claims. Qaims 1-33 and 35-47 are 
therefore patentable and should be allowed. Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration of claims 1-33 and 35-47. 
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